The error and what remains true
In March 2011 Abel Klein pointed out that the proof of Theorem 4.1 in my paper [2] suffers from a fatal mistake. In fact, what Abel rightly mentioned is that the second inequality sign in (4.5) is not supported by any argument and is probably wrong. Here and in the following we refer to the numbering in [2] without further mentioning. The following still holds:
Theorem 0.1. Let H be as in the setup, W := α∈I U α and I be some interval in R. Assume that there is κ > 0 such that P-a.s.
Then, there is a constant C such that
The proof had been given by Combes, Hislop and Klopp in [1] , proof of Thm 1.1 and we stress the fact that in this part of their work no periodicity assumptions are used. The main difference to the claim in [2] is that we loose the very explicit control of the constant; apart from that all the results remain valid.
